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IDBBTXFIERS 
ABSTRACT 

This report concerns a cosparison of the course and 
teacher evaluation fort used by Bev College of Hofstra vith another 
fori recently developed for use in other units of Hofstra University. 
The cosparative analysis is based on data derived fros adsinistrttion 
of the Hofstra University course and Teacher Evaluation Questionnaire 
and the Nev ColMege Evaluation Questionnaire to 368 Bev College 
respondents at the conclusion of the spring sesester 1974. The 
purpose of this study vas to cospare results on the two forss to 
detersinet (1) if sisilar inforsation vas gained fros the tvo forss, 
(2) if one or the other of the forss alone provided inforsation 
appropriate to the needs of Bev College, and (3) if in the future it 
vould be necessary to adsinister both forss. Overall, it sight be 
concluded that the tvo forss do get at basically the ease 
inforsation, since significant correlations do exist betveen sany 
iteis and sany itess do have "face«» or content sisilarity. let, as 
previously indicated, such higher correlations sight have been 
expected asong certain itess that are in fact identical. The 
possibility of sose systesatic bias in responding, as suggested by 
the reviev of individual respondee sheets, and by the relatively lov 
intercorrelations betveen forss vith relatively high 
interacorrelations betveen itess on the ease fors, lisits any 
extensive interpre^:ation of cosparabillty of forss. Reproduced fros 
best available copy. (Author/P6) 
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»TATf 0 DO NOT NiCiSSAIIILV •tmum 

tOOCATION POSITION 0* POUCr 



INTBOOUCnON 



T'..>o repoi't conc'iiriis a c. r;».iricon of cho course and cc^tchcr cvaluacion 
form used by Nev College of Hofstra with another form recently developed 

Is hnpcd on dn-rc. dcriv*?d from nd-ninlstratlon of the I !o f r tt J^n 1 vt; rr v 
Cc.- ;'r;-vt nn d T'.v;u::.^y jj'^'^.'-} ,C ft i 3r':ioni^lre (hcre.-xf tor referred *to' "as 
Form H) and tho Njv.Cr^] IcTe Course Evaluation CHiossloiialre (hereafter 
referred to at form U) to 368 liew College retpondentt et tiie conclutlon 
of the Sprlns semester, 1974. 

The current edition of tho Hew College questlonalre (Fom N) has been 
used for evaluation of courses by students for the past year* iilmilar 
c. . rt'.onilr.*'". v-irc iircd in provinjis acadctriic yoar, 1972-73 and, in 
Eoniral, Kev: C^llc.^e his c-:-'c;rimcn':od with a vriricty of different forr.s 
since 1969. The Kofstra University qucstionairo, (Form H) was developed 
during the current academic year and was administered voluntarily in a 
rwnbcr of courses at the end o£ tho Fall f«iT»<!»»t<r, 1973-74. Form H was 
then to be adninlstered in all undergraduate courses at Hofstra University 
during the Spring semester. 

Each of the evaluation fonas has been designed with specific purposes or 
audiences in mind. Forr. H was developed in response to student requests 
for an "objective" evaluation of instructors and courses. At its March 
IS, 1974, meeting, the University Faculty votod to make administration of 
the questlonalre mandatory in all undergraduate courses. This motion 
and decision were made with particular reference to Faculty Policy 
Series #13 whldi states, in part, that student evaluations and student 
opinions may be used in making tenure decisions for Faculty. Consequently* 
the use of Form H appears to serve two purposed { first, to provide 
information to students regarding faculty and couries, and, secondly, to 
provide a uniform system for collecting student opinions to be used by 
appropriate parties in making personnel decisions regarding individual 
faculty.^ 

Form N represents the current means by which New College implements its 

1..;: ; ntauiir.^; pjvxvicc o£ I/iculty r.ud course cv.iluation. 'ihc New Collc,^a 
fuLuiuy a;) J uu..ai)istcaCiou have agreed on tho loilowing uses of evuluacioa 
results} 



i(. ij; iu':.-:vv:<'^i:r^ lo noco tint v-hil.t.' .•u'l.-.inls.tiVjtioa of tho quo'ition.ilrc 
(:'• . iO ir. I-.'" . \ i.i .•.1.1 v;.. (•<i-..*r •• v?, t'-c re .-.ttltr; tv:;-;'! 
nut neceasarlLy be ubod in tenure decisions* l«'aculty Policy Series 
415, IV, a. (b) states, "any opinion the candidate may wish to present 
for inclusion in the file of the proceedings of the tenure committee to 
support his candidacy, such as student evaluations ..." (underscoring ours) 



A Compnrison of Course Evaluation Forms 

<« 

(a) to provide lnfom,.-itton and frftdbnck to the faculty member about 

l>ean s uttxce and appropriate faculty with an evaluation of the 

'■■' •'""■■•^ v.>-f.-M,ir ; :.v ..' x...i:lr!i. c' CoUc n- ' (c) to 

proviao infortnntlon nhowt contrlbMtfonfl of p^t.» ^nd^r ^-^^^f^.^^^'i 

form la handled by tho New College EducatlonarR^Uirch Off Ice^'llSd Is 

nrnc«.-.ory f nil cotr-n^,. Th. I\-,n r.ml fa-.Uy of i>„ Coll-:., 

twii K« ''^"'4^'^ ' ■ '-^ •• ^- coui-.^ i^uvi iacuity evaluations 
will not be used in personnel decisions unless the faculty person 
voluntarily and at his/her Initt.itivo submits the material for such use. 



PUKAJiiK UF THIS STUDY 



oecause of the mandatory status of the University oti-stion.-jlre (form H) 
aau i.^r cv..un.iity ot pro-r..:,. evaluation at iN'2r.; Collcce, .New Collcce 
au;.inistcrcd both Forms H and N at the conclusion of the Spring semester, 
i.ie purpose of this study was to cowpar« results on the two foras to 

->r-..no (I) if rinnnr in for.,, t Ion v.:s gained from tha tv.'o fonns. 

i« ..SrS—/'' ?S ^''i^f,^^ Ai2Sft provided information appropriate 

to the needs of New Collc?o, and (3) if, in the future, it vx,uld be 
n^^cossary to ad-nlnlstor both for.ns. 



MEXHODOLOGY 

Subjects and aAnlnlstration 



Both Forms H and N were a<lnlnlstered to 368 respondents In 34 classes at 
New College. Students completed the two questlonalres on the same 

Opsc.nn answr sheet so that pairwiso comparisons could bo made. !>k>st 
respondents were familar with Form N since they had completed this form 
on three previous occasions during the year. No special instructions 
waro given with reference to the completion of Form H with the exception 

JnL ^-^-^ causloucd several times to read the University 
Form instructions carefully end to be aware of the direction of the 
scaling.' 

Data analysis « 

The first step in the data analysis was to Identify pairs of questions 

IV^* f*'"'* f^""^ "^'^ This was accomplished in t«o ways. 

First, the investigators reviewed the questions on each form in terms of 
their content and apparent "face" similarity. Then, Pearson Product 
Moment correlations were calculated for each pair of questions. (The 

re.^^Mlt.nt r.-'r/.n". of qur^tlom nr, Unf.cd in T.:blc 1 itre the finnl result 

ot t,\.?ii<i pvocc.'tTca tn!r,Mj toc^'thc^r.) 

To dotomlne the dimensions Involved in the questlonalres, a factor 

analysis vms pcrfonr^d on cr.ch qitostlonnirc. Thfs procc^V.ire is cou^plot.-d 



The problem of assumed reversal of sealing will be discussed later In 

this report. 



METHODOLOGY 
Iteta Analysis 

wCuLrly afeor o.ch <.d,tnUtc-;,tlon of ac Now Collcce iotu.. 

RRSHLTS ASD tlTSatSSIOV 
ft)W»«rablll tv of Infn^.n^ 



on Fora H ,,hlc!i ex.-,- ,,' d th-t i. ^o '- f ^^.palM of question. 

I»lr. uhtch clecTy^'i .70. coapart,on. ion. N had only 17 

•Uuld you tkk* «K>th.r cour.* »teh thl. ln;t«cttj?""(pi»^» ' S** 
■^Ity of co.fflc.lne. cnt.r.d "S^S . ,1^0? I o?L 

c;S\i^nj::„:^:«r «o-j.«oS: 

f^I fv"** Poe.ntl.lly conpAMbl. Item, on eh. t« 

?hf.1l^t ' 'f'y.'^*,".? coefficient. bct«a^n tte 

Italllwi- . Jf lr*"^'y <lotermln.d on eh. bad. of "f«c." 
•lutUrlty of le«u. Th.n. my ittm «hlch corr.l.t.d .t . 3! ^! 

~hV.: oj"^?:a.rt yT?hT"i'"*i'i'r ;t " ~ ""on. 



TABLfi Z 

Comparison of questions on Ponn N and Form H 



3 
4 

5 

6 

7 

8 



9 

10 



11 

I 

12 

13 

14 



no coviparahlc question 

12 

12 

17 



1 

2 

3 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 



1 
2 
3 
8 

15 
19 



13 

13 
8 

15 

14 



-.41 
-.20 
-.42 
-.44 
-.40 

-,33 
-.32 



-.29 
-.29 

no comparable date because of 

scaling difference 

-.42 
-.45 
-.18 
-.25 
-.42 
-.51 
-.28 
-.34 

-.45 

-.43 
-.45 
-.17 
-.44 
-.43 

no comparable dati» becaue 
of scaling difference 

-.37 
-.47 
-.44 

-.39 

-.30 



TABLE I 
continued 



tOKi N POR.M H 



15 


?0 


- 0*^ 
t • 


16 


no comparable item 




17 


1 


-.42 




2 


-.41 


• 


4 


-.32 




8 


-.37 




y 


-.iO 




13 


-.37 




J. 1 






15 


-.44 


18 


1 


-.39 




2 


-.39 




7 


-.37 




8 


-.46 




13 


-.38 




14 


-.35 




15 


-.45 



* p/^OOl for all r'« raported. 



RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
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Given the "face" similarity bett«en mmy of tht questions, the renultant 
com-lr-tlopr. ara Irucr then Mij:ht have been c::t/ectc:d. Un one quoLtion 
Mdx VMS virtually identical on both fonnn • ''Availability of instructor 

outsicl:: tl:o clasfir.jo'.." (Tjit. K) cc: Dr.vcd to "Uutride c cl.tsf. tl g 
ln«rrtirtor vns: nv^H^^lp to un-v.-^irhlc" (Pon-' V) - the corrol.ptlon. v.-'S 

virtually identical dinension at the tame point in time, the resultant 

corn.' let Ion tfjj^ht haw ba-.^n c::^GCCtc to r:ore clostly apnro::ir ate l.CO. 
The i'acc tltaL ic u*ci i.uw 6u-;-;i:iLC:ti that faowc tyctcr.uuic bias «;ay hiivc 
been operating. 

A reviev of individual response ehccts of sone students revealed that 

in fcCAirc:! enact, rtur-.t;:. I.-r! ti.-j:-.: cue itt:i "i,:»ft. po: Lti\cly'* (c.;-. 
"A" on form N)» «nd the similar item as "most negative" on the other 

••^ .«?*•••... •.•?*.■...,.. 

re\'erse his rptlnps Jn cuch a way, the most probable explrnation has 
to do with the directionality of the ecrlitif.. The scaled values on 
Form H run from 5 (most positive) to I (most ne{»ative). These values 
run horizontiilly froa left to right, whereas the values on the Opscaii 
sheet run vertically fron I to 5. iurthcrnore, there may bo, in the 
nlnds of soce students, a "psychological" tendency to think in terns 
of using I as the hlrjhert or most positive valpc (i.e. "fir&t"). 
Gonscqui-ntly, fro:a a hv;; in cnsisi--rinij point of vieW, thcr.e tvx) factors 
nry h.ive ccniMriCC rnrjl.ti: '' in unlrtcntlon.-.l confusion on the psrt of 
the student as he rcs:-f»ndc;tl. If so, then, the reliability of the rofrulto 
of Form H must be seriously questioned .3 

Summary : Overall, it mlrht be concluded that the tvo forms do get at 
basically the sama information since significant correlations do exist 
batvaen nany items and many items do have "face" or content similarity. 
Yat, as previously indicated, much higher correlations might have bean 
expected among certain items vhich are in fact identical. 

The possibility of some systematic bias in responding as suggested by the 
review of individual response sheets and by the relatively low inter- 
correlatiuns between forms with relatively high intracorrolntions 
batwsen items on the same form, limits any axtemaive interpretation of 
comparability of forms. 

Factor Analysis * 

Theoretically, both student evaluation questlonalres are designed to gatha 
data on more than one dimension. Each question should, as far as possible 
require a simple rather than a compound answer. Ideally, singularity of 

demensiono is sought. Therefore, questions which measure each dimension 
and correlate highly are usejd to represent a dimension under investigation 

I1;c v- -itlt is t:h.;t c. IT cr 110 it'.;.; r ..'.tictiniro \-fU r-.; '. uw U'fc n or 
hopci uily rl) Ii d.. 'nr.- 'v.:.;;. '..ith t!:i:. th'rorcLic.l rsnlcl iu mluil 

a factor analysis w&s performed on each of the questionaires. 

^ In ("'""^'Tf"': -uu n-r-ront I.ov O-'llr-c oM-vfionn ire, n\\ at;t;c;.;'t \;ns 

K^it" hy .nrMr.;'. f to r f. .!-.ch qti-.-fi-n fvr-.i A to i: v.-?th A 

being "very good" and "very poor". 
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

Tlic analysis o£ Form N rroduced tvo factors vhlch were Icbclled (I) 

"irsfu4.or ii.it!;- c^rcr..-." ar.d (2) "Sttt'-ntfl ovtn effort as re- 

flectid m attendance, ucudy time and involvement." Xo put thi a result 
It.U pcrst^ecU'.v, iv. i..r;:.. r niy-i^ <-f t?- thro. pr^vUnH: -^^-^i^^ ^^^'^^ionj. 
of Forr> M» th-of factors consistently ctnerRcd: (l) lnotructor inside the 

oioiecti. 'and' (3) student involvenHsnt. For some reason, the first two 

frctorf r. r - J into o:o in tUls current ovalur.tiori. i>^tv;«rol types of 

Se''eC^^uation^^'loUvcr*^al^M^^ « clear tw> factor structure. 

Bv in-orprrt 'ticTi. fro'n t^c clusterln**. on factor I, It is possible to 
sepcr.-tc factor I into the t^x» orlp.innl factors. This method indicates 
t>- b^th f-v-or" of. V.:- ('^r-.rnt^rfiity, but th.it the instructor 

inside* tne classroop is a more powerful cluster U.-n the parainctcrs oA the 



Tlie factor rrr.lysia oi i-orn: H ycildad only one factor v^^ich accounted for 
66^ of the variance. No variable loaded less than .61 on this lactor. 
ior ^nrof a better name, this factor r.isbt be UboUed "Did you like the 
ir' true tor?" A-:'in. i:;£crprctrtlcn of the cluRtcrlnn on tha factor, 

sdSmonal dimeioi'ons can be hxpo thea^ed . One might be identified as 
thr- (I) instructor ctitridc the cl?£s alcn- with his tolerance for dis- 
afirtc-.ant and the ot» .:r as tit? (2) st^^arzs ovn efforts. 

In rr-.ral, the factor crclyrAs of Korr.; JI i^ur.r.cJts th?t the questions aro 
probably irulti-diir.er.sion;:! and that all questions way bo callini, tor an 
evaluation of one undprlyins dimension. 

Xt must be remembered, that the factor anelysls of For- H 

ins done with New College students only. It would be informative to know 

it the some pattern holds for the University as a Oiole. 

OONaUSIONS AND KEOOI1M£NOATIONS 

(1) It is rccotnnendcd that Kcw Coller.o continue to use its own 
that With the consent of the New College faculty, make J*'* 
individual courses available for publication assiiming the University 
continues the policy of making public the course evaluation results. 
Swoni for this recommendation include the following: (a ^mparlson of 
SSesttons between for.ns suggcts that there exists "^^c^'' •i";"*^}'^ 5?' 
Swecn questions and significant correlations betv^cn questions, (b) The 
factor analysis suggests tho single dimeslon emerging on Form H is 
rSy equivalent to the primary factor emerging on Form N, namely the 
"Instructor"! oSher reason, not r.ontionad so far in this analysis include: 
(c) th^ gieaier familiarity- which the New College faculty and students 

h!!v : ^.n*rcv r : r., .%,vl (<!) rnir-.if.nnnc-:^ of continuity in progran 
cVcilu.iUujii fjr lev CoLlrj.-!. 

(2) Edifications might be made in the New College form to accomadate 

irr^ i •.. : tl.c r:i?v.. --frv for. Htt: not on tho Now Collor.e 

It . .. , „ ^n-.t:rn-f:'.>i-'r. knovlf tl-c oi" rrn^.aaue 

^ Vtr. fl'^i.\ f.Ho v.-iyo of Inborrtory expori enci»a 

itudent^!' Simllari;, the University might consider «<i"/tinf^^^;:«f,i°"«, 
from the New CoUega i.-um ouch aa the icrirning vn ...e of an^lgnnonts and 
exams, helpfulness in writing skills, and "ovarall" ratings. . 
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OOKOUSIONS ANU K£00»'U:NDATI0NS 



Recorgnondations rtgardin t - Fom H 

Baued upon tho analysis of Form H, our obsert'atlons make vhile administering 
thw Uuivcriilty runs., &ii<l our owri eKpuriencc in oavoloplng and using course 

U'l'.tJwr, ■,, tf': r/ 1;....'!-*; F.v.; •'•.fjonu cTi f.c-: T(:'rTi:i: - tie i".'^-:-:::: 
oi tiie current universicy xormt 

(1) The Gcalir;; cyrtcni jr.i; ;,: bf reversed to wade It consistent with the 
Opscan oheet end with the nonnal/typicai "pAychoiogical" directionality 
of the respondent, 

<2) All question should use the same scaling system. The current form 

requires thitt cKc scuuur.c chcane his ' rcifsponce S£t" for questions 17-19, 
end then revert b?.rH. Thlfi con^blned v?lth nroMens of directionality may 

(3) The Instructions are long and coraplicated and nay contribute to 
fttigua and a certain "ne,f:f.tivistn" before the student even starts to 
ans^ier the questions. Similarly, there is no indication at the outset 
as to what the purpose of the evaluetion is. 

(4) Hie way the form is set up is somcvhat awkward. . That is, the positive 
attribute is separated by five or six spaces from the v5 (or positive 

rcsi'xise) .-.rid tiic nc.,;.aciv'j &ttrlb«tL- is clirfectly adjacent to the 'A, 
Wt.eitcr this is a sicnificcni: factcr is difficult to jud^je, but it does have 
the effect of visually distorting the scale. 

(5) TUi^ Q«V2ratiV(i; ccoRcnts 4rc eoporatcd frcA tlus objective questions. Our 
experience at New College has been that the narrative coments are often 
the most informative and valuable to the instructor. Similarly, we have 
found that narrative comnents are most readily llllclted when space is 
provided immediately after the "objective" questions, i.e. narrative 
coments about the Instructor innediately following the questions about the 
Instructor. 

General Comments 

The preceedlng points are Important with regard to the technical format of 
the questlonalre, and suggest changes %«hlch may enhance the usability and 
readlblllty of the form. However, of much greater concern is the overall 
reliability and validity of this or any such measure. This issue is of 
particular importance if the information is to be used by students in 
making choices of courses and/or if it is to be used by others in making 
important personnel decisions. 

• 

Recently, Colleges and Universities across the country have been adopting, 

abumionjt'n* and CApcrii! tiutin • with ccvtVMj ant' toaclier cvaiv-.-'.tion of al l 
types and varieties, m general, ret^carch has not kept pace with these 
developments (Villano, Rosenstock, and £stes, 1974). Many schools have 
abandoned the use of evaluations because of their lack of validity or 

L'.>.- 1 i iUii4.i.,i; i'cj.>w>VLt. J In Li.v: lI.Lci.'..Lui*c ^iic UiiLcn 
chaructcii;icd ab inccnsifiUiit and contruutctory (Cutitlu, Crccnuuhh, and t«onf:e&, 



OONCLUSIONS AND RfiOOMMfiNOATIONS 
C«neral Connments 



Our lin.iced analysis su^i^^r-us that tl.o Inivcrsity iunu, at it now exists, 
m»y not be cff<»ctlvely dl«r.riir.ln«tlnf, different ehnmcterlstlcfl or 
diincnsionu oi tac couiTue uua the inuti'uctor. IX the results are to be 

V. C-c'. r'.' '"i:< ■ ' '■• \ •- r1-r.r: »!• f'-.- "l-:'-'.l1.f'* 

o£ a given iacuity u.uiiuer biiuuia ue taken into consioeraCion. In 
general, If Hofttra Is f^o^nn to Institute a mandatory system of course 
cvrJur.£l'n:3, a c. ;'Ci.ul f h 'ticn of tl.c raf.aninKfulness und accuracy of 
iniomiation resulting is indeed essential. 
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MBW OOrXEGB, HOFSTRA UNZVSitSITY 
Count Svaluatlon Qu«stlonnalr« 

C«urM Instructor 



StttlOQ Month/Year Ycur Acodcmic Yoar 



Your Cor.ffantratton It thlt a r<sqi:Jra'i covrs's? Gr^.-ia you expac t 

Thla quesrlonnalra is dnpli^ed to avaluRta and li&prcvo N«w Ccll«»c» ccursei. All 
anttitrs will be ^aot.ywov.a, 

?laasa rata aaeh of tha dlmanslons of this course according to the f'-llowlng code: 

A « Very Good/Well B C-oO/!»r.J.l C Average 

^ " ^oor g • V3-.y I cor Blank - Hot ilppllcable 



(^lallty of class presentations, lecturso and dcrmnstratlons. 

How well did class discussion help In the learning experience of 
this class? 

How valuable were the assigned readings to you In your studies of 
this course topic? 

Value of papers, nrojects, problems and other additional asslgnoents. 

Did this course have a major focus? Did It have a direction which 
you understand? 

To the extent that you ag.:eed that this course had a major focus, 
was that focua of objective meaningful to you? 

How valuable was the exam or exams as a tool to help you to learn? 



Coonentss Use this space to add further connents you want to make concerning 
the first seven questions which are on specific aspects of the course. 



9 . Overall rating of the Instructor Inside the classroom. 

9. Availability of the Instructor outside of the classroom. 

10. How well did the professor present the material /content of the course 
In a logical order that helped you to learti. 

11 • Did the course aciume an appropriate level of prior knowledge and/or 

experience by the students? 



NBW QOLLBOB, HOFSTRA UNIVSRSITY 
GourM SvaluAtion Qunttiocmaira 



Comtntt About tht Inttruutor 6 Instruction: 



12. What was th« oxtont of I taming about tho flold of Inqulty. 
13* What was tha axtant of laarnlng about tklllful writing. 
lA. To ifhat axtant did you baeomt Involvad In tha couraa? 

13. .......^ To what axtant did you axpand tlna anci affort In studying for this 

eoursa? 

16. What was your attandanca In class? 

Goonants on your Paraonal Involvamant: 



Ovarall rating of tha coursa. 

18* To what axtant wara your axpactatlons In taking tha coursa achlavad? 

Mark A for aach of tha following Itans which wara a raason for your taking tha 
coursa. Laava blank thosa Itaas which wara not raaaons for your taking tha coursa. 

19. Naadod to maat a raqulranant. 

20. Naadad to prapata for a caraar or graduata school. 

21. Tha subjact of tha coursa was Intarastlng. 

22. Tha profassor had a good raputatlon. 

23. Tha coursa was lass demanding raqulrad lass tiork. 

24. This was tha only coursa which fit Into ny achadula. 

25. All othar raasonsi plaasa spadfy on tha prlntad shaat. 
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COURSE AND TEACHER EVALUATION 



Questionnaire 



Directions ; Here is a list of attributes concerning either your instructor and/or 
Vour course. Read each attribute and its rating scale. When you decide on a 
rating, blacken the iq;)proprir^te space on your answer sheet (Questions 1-22) • Also 
fill in whether you are part or full-time (day or evening), and your student status 
(freshman, sophomore, etc.). In the student number box u^o the first three colusms 
(left most columns) to enter your cumulative average—do not include a decimal 
point. In the sex box, blacken 'V if this course was required for major or for 
degree; and the if it is not required. Use the pencil supplied and erase fully 
if you wish to change your answer. 

Rememberi at the top of et»ch part are definitions of thv scores; these differ for 
each part. Not every item is appropriate to each course; inapprcyriate items should 
be omitted. 



Part I •>» The Instructor 



Score Definition 
fts Perfect score 
3=5 Average score 
1« Lowest Possible Score 



1^ The instructor's organization of subject 
' matter was (Clear) 



5 4 3 2 1 (Confusing) 



2. The organization of each class was 

(Well organized) 



5 4 3 2 1 (Unorganized) 



3. The instructor's knowledge of the subject 
matter was (Outstanding) 



5 4 3 2 1 (Inadequate) 



4. Did the instructor see to it that the class- 
room situation was conducive to discussion? 

(Very much) 



5 4 3 2 1 (Not at all) 



5. Did the instructor see to it that the class- 
room situation was conducive to questioning? 

(Very much) 



5 4 3 2 1 (Not at all) 



6« Outside of class the instructor was 

(Available) 



5 4 3 2 1 (Unavailable) 



7. The instructor's attitude toward disagreement 
was (Tolerant) 



5 4 3 2 1 (Intolerant) 



8. Intellectually the instructor was 

(Stimulating) 



5 4 3 2 1 (Not at all) 



9. Would you take another course with this 
Inttructox? (Definitely) 

10. How much knowledge did the Instructor have 
of graduate programs In his field. 

(A Great Deal) 

11. How much kuowledge did the Instructor have 
of career opportunities in his field? 

(A Oreat Deal) 



5 4 3 2 1 (Never) 



5 4 3 2 1 (None) 



5 4 3 2 1 (None) 



Part II - Course 



12. Did the course cover the material it was 
supposed to: (Completely) 

13. Has your ability to evaluate evidence in 
this field Increased? (A Great Deal) 

14. As a result of this course your Interest 

in the subject matter has (Increased) 

15. The amount learned from this course was 

(A Great Deal) 

16. How much did the laboratory part of this 
course contribute to your knowledge of 

the subject? (A Great Deal) 



Score Definition 
5x Perfect Score 
3= Average Score 
1= Lowest Possible Score 



5 4 3 2 1 (Not at all) 



5 4 3 2 1 (Not at all) 



5 4 3 2 1 (Decreased) 



5 4 3 2 1 (Nothing) 



5 4 3 2 1 (Not at all) 



Part I IB - Course 

17. The quality of tests was 

18. The grading was 

19. The level of course was 



20. 



21, 



22 



(Too Difficult) 
(Too hard) 
(Too difficult) 



Part III - The Student 



ERJC 



The amount of effort you put into this course 
was (A Great Deal) 

Were you prepared for the level on which 
this course began? (Entirely) 

Old the other students in the class help 
the classroom exchange be constructive 

(Very much) 



Score Definition 
3:= Perfect Score 

5 4 3 2 1 (Too easy) 

5 4 3 2 1 (Too easy) 

5 4 3 2 1 (Too easy) 

Score Definition 
5= Perfect Score 
3= Average 

1= Lowest Possible Score 
5 4 3 2 1 (Nothing) 
5 4 3 2 1 (Not at all) 



5 4 3 2 1 (Not at all) 



Part IV • Open Response Questions (Optional) Instructor 

Course 



1, The following strengths lnq;)ressed me most about this course/Instructor: 



2. The following weaknesses were evident to me about this course/Instructor: 



3» If the course had a lab or discussion section, please give any comments on 
how they helped, or how they can be liq>roved: 



4. Please make any other comments about this course, the Instructor, or this 
evaluation questionnaire: 



